
EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

---
Judith D. Argentieri
Government Affairs Director

February 5, 1997

ATs.T

Suite 1000
1120 20th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036
202 457-3851
FAX 202 457-2545
Email jargenti@ga1120a.attmailcom

RECEIVED
fEB S- 1991

Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communication Commission
1919 M Street, NW-Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

Re: Ex Parte Presentation in CC Docket No. 97-1

Dear Mr. Caton:

Today, at the request of Staff, I submitted the attached documents in the above
referenced proceeding: (1) Letter from Edward Becker to Dorothy Wideman, Executive
Secretary, Michigan Public Service Commission in regard to AT&T and Ameritech
Arbitration (MPSC Case Nos. U-1ll51 and U-1l152), dated December 6, 1996; (2)
Letter from Beth M. Johns, Legal Assistant, Dickinson, Wright, Moor, Van Dusen and
Freeman, to Larry Salustro of AT&T and Art LaVasseur, of Fisher, Franklin & Ford,
dated December 9, 1996; and (3) Letter from Sidney M. Berman, of Fisher, Franklin &
Ford, to Dorothy Wideman, Executive Secretary, Michigan Public Service Commission
in regard to AT&T and Ameritech Arbitration (MPSC Case Nos. U-1ll51 and U
11152), dated January 14, 1997.

Two copies of this letter and the attachments are being submitted to the Secretary
of the Federal Communications Commission in accordance with Section 1. 1206(a)(1) of
the Commission's Rules.

Sincerely,

Attachments

cc: Melissa Waksman
Brent Olson

No. of Copies rec'd ~;;A.
LiSt ABCDE
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F.xcc;lItrve Secret"ry
Michigm Pablic Savice Commis.sion
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Lansing, MI 48909
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COMMISSION

Re: PetiDo'a fur~ oIlntCWlUlceUOll.Tetms, Candjri(Jllg

and~ from AT&T CommunlwiOll' ofMicb1gan, Inc.
Case No. U·1l151 and U-11l52

Deat Mt. Widenun:

Pursull11t to tlie Commission's diredioo in ils Ord¢t of Navtmber 26, 1996 in the
Ibove-QpLio~ c:lS8, cnc1Mad i<; lin origimll and 15 copies of the m(etCOD1I.edioo. Agree:m.enL
bctwccn. Amc:ritech Michigan Ind AT&T CO~lti.o1U ofMichigan, mc. that complies wilb. the
C~~·s Ort!er. This is ajoint filing ofA.meriteth MichigI:n and AT&T. The purtiQ clso wisll
to inform the Commk<;\an that three k<;\ld remain unTeso~ in the attached lntUC011na:t;cm
Agr=cnt. 'rh~ tbrco imJcs arc set forth. in the ln1at:omcction Agm:ma11 n Section 13.2,
Schedule 10.9.6, pJnlgT3ph '2, Ind hem V of the Pricing Schedules..

lfyOll lave l4y qne.stioas. plese do uot hesitate Co C01I.ttct me directly.

Edward R. Becka

E.llB:ns
Enc:1o$W'os



DICKINSON WRIGHT LS 12-06-1996 16:50 P....OE 3/5 RightFAX

M&. Dnrnthy Widr:man
D~U1bcr 6, 1996
l:'2ge2

cc: Arthur LevaS5CUr, Esq. (wI enol)
tAn)' Sall1slro, Esq. (wI encl)

orCXI"'llOW, W"UOI4T. WooH, v..." OUStH • ,."CDlJIIN .
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COUNSELLORS AT LAW

SUITE 200

215 SOUTH WASHINGTON SQUARE.

LANSING, MICHIGAN 48933·1812
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December 9, 1996

Mr. Larry Salustro
AT&T Communications of Michigan
4660 South Hagadorn Road
Suite 640
E. Lansing, Ml 48823

Mr. Art LaVasscur
Fisher, Franklin & Ford
3500 Guardian Building
Detroit, MI 48226

Rc: AT&T Arbitration

Dear Messrs. Salust!o and LeVasseur:

OCT~OIT, MICf"I'C... N

~cOOM~I!CO ""C"5. MICHIC""

O""NO """'Oll, H'CHI""'"
WASHINGTON. C.C.

C"IC"OO. 'CC'NOl5

Enclosed is a copy of the lntercoIUlection Agreement between Arneritcch Michigan
and AT&T Communications ofMichigan fUed with the Michigan Public Service Conunission today
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office.

Sincerely,

iJ~,· )7 ~Met, 1 J '-
Beth M. Johns .
Legal Assistant

BMJ:bmj
Enclosure
cc: Joseph A. Fink, Esq.

Edward R. Becker, Esq.
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January 14, 1997

HARVIY A. NCHER
(1900-1P77)

LEO L FRANKLIN
(1_1910)

RIClIARD FORO
(190)·191')

320 N. MAIN, SUITE 300
ANN ARBOR. MI 4104·1192

(313) 662·31'9

Ms. Dorothy F. Wideman
Executive Secretary Division
Mchigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way
P.O. Box 30221
Lansing, rvn 48909

MleHI6AN fiUBLle SERVICE
FILE 0

JAN 1 4 1997

COMMISSION

RE: AT&T - Ameritech Michigan AJbitration
MPSC <A5e Nos. V-lll51 and U-ll152

Dear Ms. Wideman:

On December 26, 1996 Ameritech submitted a document to the Commission that was
represented to be a joint submission by Ameritech and AT&T pW'Suant to the Conunission's
Order ofNovember 26, 1996 in the above-referenced proceedings. Upon review ofthe document
as submitted, AT&T has detennined that what was filed by Ameritech contains numerous errors
and a significant omission.

On December 9, 1996, AT&T and Ameritech did jointly submit a filing in response to
the Commission's November 26, 1996 Order. That filing included certain disputed language as
to "shared (common) transport" pricing resulting from the Decision of the Arbitration Panel and
the Commission's Order. Subsequently, between the December 9 filing and December 26, 1996,
the parties worked to resolve the indemnification, limitation of liability, and standards of
performance issues, as to which the Commission in its November 26, 1996 Order rejected both
parties' proposals and directed fwther negotiation. In addition, the parties discussed incorporation
ofthe Commission's December 12, 1996 Orders in Case Nos. U-11155 and U-11156, as provided
in the November 26 Order, and other pricing issues. .

It appears ·that the December 26, 1996 filing by Ameritech was the product of
mistUlderstandings between the parties as to what was to be included in the document, however.
For example, the pricing schedule submitted by Ameritech does not in our view appropriately



Ms. Dorothy F. Wideman
January 14, 1997
Page 2

confonn to the Commission's November 26, 1996 Order in this case, its December 12, 1996
Order in 11PSC Cases U-11155 and U-11156, and AT&Ts \.ll1derstanding of how those orders
were to be reflected in the document. Moreover, Arneritech's December 26, 1996 filing omits
shared transport pricing entirely. As reflected in our joint filing of December 9, 1996, AT&Ts
position is that, \.ll1der the Commission's Order, shared transport is synonymous with common
transport (as indicated in Arneritech's August 26th Response to the AT&T Petition for
Arbitration, relevant pages of which are attached) and that the rates should be set at the rates for
common transport contained in Arneritech's FCC tariff. It is our \.ll1derstanding that Arneritech
now takes the position that shared transport is different from common transport (a point not
identified by Arneritech during the hearings in this case) and that the common transport rates do
not apply.

In brief, it is AT&Ts position that the doctm1ent before the Commission should comprise
the pricing schedule included in the joint submission filed December 9, 1996, including the
notation reference to the Commission's Orders in Case Nos. U-11155/U-11156, and including the
disputed language regarding shared/common transport. The provisions submitted by Ameritech
on December 26, 1996 on the issues as to which the Commission had ordered fi.n1her negotiation
in its November 26, 1996 Order accurately reflect the parties' agreement with respect to those
matters. Accordingly, enclosed is a complete version of the document conforming to AT&Ts
position. Also enclosed is Proof of Service.

Very truly yours,

S'MB:dmm
Enclosure
cc: (w/encls.)

Joseph A Fink, Esq.
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W\ r \L E.
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STATE OF l\lICmGA1~

BEFORE THE l\1ICmGAN PUBUC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter of: AT&T )
COMMUNICATIONS OF MICHIGAN, INC. )
Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to )
§ 252(b) of the Telecommunications )
Act of 1996 to Establish an )
Interconnection Agreement with )
MICIDGAN BELL TELEPHONE CO. )
d/b/a AMERITECH MICIDGAN )

Case Nos. U-11151 and U-I1152

A1\fERITECH l\1ICmGAN'S RESPONSE
TO AT&T'S PETITION FOR ARBITRATION

Michael A. Holmes
Ameritech Michigan
444 Michigan Avenue
Room 1750
Detroit, MI 48226-2517
(313) 223-8008

1"20159".1 012696 7~ 962.514$4

Joseph A. Fink
Peter H. Ellsworth
William C. Bertrand, Jr.
DICKINSON, WRIGHT, MOON, VAN DUSEN
& FREEMAN
215 S. Washington Square.
Suite 200
Lansing, MI 48933
(517) 371-1730



assistance, line information database ("LIDB") validation, home NPA directory assistance,

customer name and address seIVice, and information call completion. (AM Proposal, Art.

IX, § 9.2.7.) The proposal fully complies with the FCC's regulations regarding unbundled

access to OS/DA. (47 C.F.R. § 51.319(e)(7).)

The parties may differ slightly as to the nature of Ameritech Michigan's obligation to

provide selective routing, unbranding and re-branding of OSIDA. This matter is discussed at

Section n.B.l.6. With this possible exception, it does not appear that AT&T's OSIDA

proposal differs from Ameritech Michigan's. At the very least, AT&T's arbitration petition

does not identify any outstanding issues between the parties. However, to the extent that

outstanding issues do exist, Ameritech Michigan's proposed contract terms should be

adopted.

AT&T'EJemeDt Nos. 7. 8. and 9: Dedicated Transport. Common Transport.

Tandem Switchin2. Ameritech Michigan agrees with AT&T that Ameritech Michigan must

provide unbundled dedicated transport, common transport, and tandem switching. (petition

I

at 32-33.) Ameritech Michigan's proposal offers these unbundled network elements (AM

Proposal, Art. IX, §§ 9.2.3, 9.2.4), and fully complies with the FCC's regulations (47

C.F.R. §§ 51.319(c)(2), 51.319(d». It does not appear from AT&T's Petition that (with the

exception of price) AT&T takes issue with Ameriteeh Michigan's offering of dedicated

transport, common transport and tandem switching.

AT&T Element Nos. 10 and 11: Silmalin2 Links and STPs. The parties

agree that Ameriteeh Michigan must provide unbundled access to its signaling links aDd

Signal Transfer Points (STPs). (petition at 33.) Under Ameriteeh Michigan's proposal,

. -87-



EXHIBIT A

(A.M:ERITECH'S PROPOSED CONTRACT)

IS SUBMITTED IN A SEPARATE BINDER



INTERCONNECTION AGREEl\1ENT UNDER SECTIONS 251 AND 252 OF THE
TELECOl\1l\1UNICATIONS ACT CF' 1996

Dated as of August _' 1996

by and between

AMERITECH INFORMATION INDUSTRY SERVICES,
a division of Ameritech Services, Inc.

on behalf of Ameritech :Michigan

and

AT&T COMMUNICAnONS OF MICmGAN, INC.



(A) such Network Element is propriewy or contains proprieu..ry information
that will be revealed if such Network Element is provided to AT&T on
an unbundled basis; and

(B) AT&T could offer the same proposed Telecommunica.tions Service
through the use of other, nonproprietary Network Elements within
Ameritech' 5 network; or

(2) The Commission concludes that the failu~ of Ameritech to provide access to
such Network Element would not decrease the quality of, and would not increase
the f1l1a.DciaJ or administr.ltive cost of, the TeJecommuruca.tions Service AT&T
seek! to offer, compared with providing that service over other unbundled
Net"Nork Eemenrs in Ameritech' s network.

9.1.3 Ameritech sh~ only be required to make available NetWork Elements
where such Network Elements, including facilities and software necessary to provide such
Network Elements. are available. If Ameritech makes available Network Elements that require
special construction, AT&T shall pay to Arneritech any applicable special constnlction charges.

9.2 Network Elements. At the request of AT&T, Ameriteeh shall provide AT&T
access to the following Network Elements on an unbundled basis: ~:

9.2.1 Loca.l Loops, as more fully described on Schedule 9.2,1;

9.2.2 The Network Interface Device, as more fully described on Schedule

9.2.3 Switching Capability. as more fully described on Schedule 9.2.3;

9.2.4 Interoffice Transmission Facilities. as more fully described on Schedule

9.2.5 Signaling Links and call-Related Databases, as more fully described on
~b.edule 9.2.5;

9.2.6 Operations Suppon Systems (·OSS") Functions, to be used in conjunction
with othet NetWork Elements. as more fuUy described on Schedule 9.2.6; and

9.2.7 Operator Services and D~tory ~sistance, as more fully described on
s.cbedule 2.2.7.

&11436•• , 18



SCHEDliLE 9.2.4

INTEROmCE 1"RAL~S~SIONFACILI1TES

Interoffice Transmission Facilities ~ Ameritech transmission facilities dedicated to a.
particular Customer or carrier, or shared by more than one Customer or carrier. tha.t provide
'ThJecommunications Services between Wire C:nters owned by Ameritech or AI&LT, or between
Switches owned by Arneritech or AT&T.

Ameritech provides several variet~es of unbundled transmission facilities.

1. "Unbundled dedicated inter-office transport facility" is a facility connecting two Ameritech
centnl offices via Amerilech UilJlsmission equipment. In each central office, a Competitive Local
Exchange Carrier (CLEC) will cross-connect this facility to its own transmission equipment
(physic:3.lly or virtually) coll0C4ted in each w~ center, or to other unbundled network elements
providl:d by Ameritech to the extent the requested combination is tecl1nically feasible and is
consistent with other standards established by the FCC for the combining of unbundled network
elemer..ts. The appropriate digital cross connect, mUltiplexing, and CoUocarion space charges apply
at an additional cost. ;,

..

2. "Unbundled dedi~ted entrance facility" is a dedicated facility cOMecting Amerite.ch·s :;!

transmission equipment in an Ameritech central office with a requesting camer's transmission
equipment in its \\tire center for the purposes of providing telecommunications services.

3. "CI)mmOn transport transmission facilities" ue shared transmission facilities bet~een an
A.meritech end ottice switch and an Ameritech tandem.

6174;161.1 Sch. 9.2.4 - 1
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6. Intcroffice Transmission Facilitic.s

B.

Telephone Numbers
ISDN Direct
DID'
ISDN Prime

Cross-Connect
Service Coordination

Non-Recurring Rates

Service Ordering
Establish or Add/Change
Record Work Only

Conversion Between Pan Types
Centrex Common Block
Customer Training!'
Custom Routing (Development & Activation)

Tandem Switching
Switching
Excl. Transport & TnJrJdng Termination
(for Transport & Termination see 6B below)

Monthly Rate
.01
.01
.01
.20

LIS

NRC

18.09
15.92

59.07
4S7.98

79.88 per hour
57,507.79

.
.OOl~~ per

conv(
minul

A. Dedicated Interofficc Transmission Facilities

OSl
DS3
aC3
OC12
OC48

Proxied frem F.e.C. Tariff No.2 Section 7,5,9
Proxied from F,e.e. Tariff No.2 Section 7,5,2
Proxied from F.e.C. Tariff No.2 Section 7'~1l(

Proxied from F.C.e. Tariff No.2 Stctioq 1,5,l{
Proxied from F.e.C. Tariff No.2 Section 7,S,l(

B. Shared Interoffice Transmission Facilities

Unbundled Common Transport Tennination
.000000/minuta

Unbundled Common Transpon Facility
.OOOOll1minute/mile

%/ Travel and/or out-of-pocket expenses will also be charged to AT&T where Ameritech
penoMel travel to AT&T designated locations.

6116JU,1 012_ one: 962S2on



DIRECT TESTIMONY

GREGORY J. DUNNY

ON BEHALF OF AMERITECH

l\fiCmGAN



c. Interoffice Flcilitie.

Qa What are IInteroffic. Paeilities-?

At Interoffice Facilities are Ameritech facilities dedicated to

a particular customer and carrier (dedicated transport), or

shared by more than one customer Or carrier (common

transport, the proviae telecommunications service between

wire centers owned by Ameriteeh or AT&T, or between switches

owned by Ameritech or AT.T.

Q: What doe. Amarit.ch'. Propo••4 AgT.eaant make available to
AT.T in the way of ict.roffie. flai11t1•• aDd eoan.ctiou8?

At As required by the Rules (47 C.F.R. § 51.319(d} (2}).

Ameritech'g Proposed Agreement provides for dedicated

transport, common transport, ana tandem 9witching as

....
.::~.~.

Qa

unbundled network elements. These services are d.scrib.d on

Schedule 9.2.3(2.0} and 9.2.4 of Ameritech'9 Proposed

Agreement.

Q: Az. there any d1~ut•• regarding th••• product otf.rtDg.?

As With the possible exception ot pricing, I am not aware ot

any disputes with AT.T regarding these products.

D. Ace••• to CIll·I,ltt,4 patabl••• aDd s1q;a11Lag far
~11 louting lAd CQlDl.t1oa

Un4e~ it••ropa••d AIT...eat, will ~1t.ch pzovid. to AT.T
~ond1.crtD1D&torr ICC'.' to call-E.l.t.d da~••• &Dd
•••oci't.d .1gaaling u••4 to call rovt1Ag aDd compl.tion?

AI Yes. Ameritech'e Proposed Agreement provid•• tor

nondiscriminatory access to the signalling n.cworke an~

-26-



STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of Petition of AT&T Communications
of Michigan, Inc. for Arbitration with Michigan
Bell Telephone Company d/b/a Ameritech Michigan
and
In the Matter of Petition of Ameritech Michigan for
Arbitration with AT&T

------------------_/

PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
) ss.

COUNTY OF INGHAM )

Case No. U-11151
Case No. U-11152
(Conso1idated)

MleHl6AN PUSLl6 SERVICE
FI LED

JAN 1 4 1997

COMMISSION

DENISE PEARL, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that on January 14,

1997 she served a copy of the corrected joint submission, by depositing the same in the U.S.

Mails, enclosed in a sealed envelope with first-class postage fully prepaid, addressed as follows:

Joseph A. Fink, Esq.
Dickinson, Wright, et al
215 S. Washington Square
Suite 200
Lansing, MI 48933

Denise Pearl
Subscribed and sworn to before me
this 14th day of January, 1997.


